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Remarks /Arguments 

This paper is submitted responsive to the Office 
Action mailed April 18, 2008. Reconsideration of the 
application in light of the accompanying remarks and 
amendments is respectfully requested. 

Initially, the undersigned would like to thank 
Examiners Beauchaine and Mackey for courtesies extended 
during an interview which was held on July 29, 2008. In 
the course of that interview, the presently pending 
rejection was discussed and, specifically, the non- 
analogous nature of the Springer prior art patent was 
discussed. It was understood by the undersigned that this 
argument had been indicated persuasive by the Examiners in 
that interview, and it is now noted that the interview 
summary record indicates that agreement was not reached, 
and that this argument will be considered by the Examiner 
when submitted in a formal response. While consideration 
of the argument is obviously appreciated, it is hoped that 
the Examiner remains of the opinion that the argument 
presented at the interview, and restated below, was and is 
persuasive . 

Present claim 22 calls for a device for discriminating 
valuable papers comprising, among other things, a trigger 
element connected to a battery and turned on by an opening 
operation of a cover mounted adjacent to an inlet for such 
valuable papers. The Examiner concedes that the primary 
prior art reference fails to teach this subject matter, and 
turns to the teachings of U.S. Patent No. 3,266,060 to 
Springer to try to meet this deficiency. Springer is drawn 
to a switch mounted to a toilet seat to power a fan when 
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the toilet seat is opened. Springer is clearly non- 
analogous art. There is no connection whatsoever between 
articles received in the inlet of Springer (waste matter) 
and articles received in the inlet of the claimed device 
(valuable papers) . Nor is there any connection between 
the treatment of the valuable papers after passing the 
inlet (validation procedure) versus treatment of the waste 
matter (flushed to a proper location) . None of the 
concerns important to the person of skill in the art of 
bill validators is present in the Springer device. Thus, 
it is submitted that the person of ordinary skill in the 
art would absolutely not have even remotely considered 
Springer as teaching anything relevant to the invention to 
which the claims are drawn. Based upon the foregoing, 
reconsideration of the rejection and, specifically, the 
reliance upon Springer, is respectfully requested. 

It is noted that a minor amendment has been made to 
claim 22 to remove reference to dark current from that 
claim, and that new claim 29 has been added with this 
subject matter. This is completely unrelated to the issues 
discussed above and at the interview, and should not be the 
cause of a final rejection should the Examiner be inclined 
to further reject the claims. 

An earnest and thorough effort has been made to 
resolve all issues in this application and place same in 
condition for allowance. If, upon considering this 
response, the Examiner is of the opinion that issues 
remain, the Examiner is invited to telephone the 
undersigned and to discuss and resolve same. 
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A deposit account has been authorized for a one month 
extension of time. It is believed that no additional fee 
is due in connection with this paper. If, however, any 
such fee or fee deficiency is due, please charge same to 
Deposit Account 02-0184. 



Respectfully submitted, 
Noriyuki Kanno et al . 



By _/george a. coury/ 
George A. Coury 
Attorney for Applicants 
Reg. No. 34,309 
Tel: (203) 777-6628 
Fax: (203) 865-0297 

Date: August 18, 2008 



